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GI@ of Broamfleld Comments 
Opsrablis Unlt 3 Remedlal lnvestlgation and Pmposmd Plan 

October 11,19@6 

In light d DOE'S use of conservative health risk scenarios and the risk associated 
with draining and dredging of the reaetvoir, BroomPield believes that leaving the 
sediments UntMlOhed In the short-term is consistent with its rhort-term Nure use af 
the reservoir a% a water reuse facility 

Broomfield is not satisfied that leaving midual plutonium in the sediment, 
particularly the shormllne sediment, is an appropriate long-term solution Regular 
review of sediment contamination level8 and remodlation alternatives should be a 
condition of a no-action altmative 

BramFi@ld believes that additional feasibility research into alternativcbl; to 'no 
ActiorF should be conducted. For instance, are there cost eflectiv~ ways to remove 
"hot spots'' in the bottom ef the r'rvoir, on the shoreline, and on the hlllslde? In 
&I,- r.L I C L  

Mure review of plutonium hdth riak and the pmspects of using innovative 
technology to n m v e  even residual quantities uf plutanlum = partlwlarfy along the 
Great Western Shoreiine. What adlvitiss is DOE undertaking to locate innavative 
soil washing techniques? 

Future cleanup activities upstream could substantially alter the long-term prospect 
of plutonium loading In the Walnut Creek Drainage and the reservoir DOE should 
canduct additlonal modelin$ and documentation uf the prospect for future loading 
Ongolng studles regarding plutonium mobility and transport must be evaluated to 
dowment the llkelihdbd of mass loading on an annual basis Additional analysls of 
the plutonium solubility Will also impad sediment loading Issues? 

Recent alteratlons in DOE'S process water managemqnt pregram - particularly the 
Interceptor Trench waters - have substantially changod the assumptions made in 
the RI regding releases into Great Western. DOE should rea68885 Its 
assumptions regarding downatream release8 in light of new budget priorities and 
the release of tha Ten Year Plan 
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As DOE undertakes key CERCMCRA decis~omakng pr0oess88, the potential 
impacts to the Walnut Creek Drainage and Great Western remain unclear DOE 
should dacument the speciflc future ddsion-making pints where it will m-evaluate 
the wisdom of a yncbacdim' alternative For instance, will the final CADROD for the 
entire site Include &-site OU's? What is the process of a flve-year review 
anticipated under CERClA? What is the impact ef EPA's future promulgation of a 
soil radiation etandard? 
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DOE should demonstrate that existing levels of midual plutonium or potentlal 
future rdeases into the soil and sediment$ of the reservoir da not jeopardire the 
value and usefulness of thls important City asset 

How wII a "no action" level impact the 1985 lawsuit settlement between landowners 
and DOE, and the third party beneficiary agreement inoluding the City, regarding 
soils cleanup? The City is not convinced that the prapbsed action meeta the rplrit 
and intent of the lg85 settlement. 


